1956

pricewise, in the export market, the cot-
ton producers would make their contri-
bution toward the solution of the overall
problem by accepting a moderately lower
support price, thereby improving cot-
ton’s competitive position with synthetics
in the domestic market."

The cotton growers’ organizations
agreed to accept price reductions of
from 3 to 3% cents a pound in orde
to make cotton competitive with rayon.

| . C
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turn to him the remainder of the bill
without further delay.

It would be a simiple matter for the
Congress to-follow this course, and place
upon the President’s desk a farm bill
which he could sigrni before the end of
this week.

I urge my colleagues to take such ac-
tion as is necessary fo bring this about.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. To-
NaMARA in the chair). With:-mut obsac-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. Presidels, b
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFI ER.
Senator from Montana will state 1t.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What is the peud-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OQOFFICER. ‘ibo
pending business is the unfir:shed bLus:i~

la=

Under the 821 percent of parity, which | CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY— Iness which is Senate Joiat Resoiut.cis

was announced today in the President’s i
veto message, cotton prices will be re-
duced only about 2! cents a pound.
That is a rough estimate, which is very
close to being correct.

So far as cotton is concerned, the main
thing wrong with H. R. 12 was that it
would have provided a return to a rigid
system of price supports, thereby hold-
ing a price umbrella over domestic syn-
thetic fiber production, which would
have made impossible an improvement
in the position of cotton in competition
with rayon in the domestic market, and
would have seriously impaired our
chances for obtaining the kind of ex-
_ port program for cotton which would
have been really adequate in effectively
meeting foreign price competition from
foreign-produced cotton and synthetics.

It was for this reason, which dealt
with the very heart of cotton’s most
serious problem, that I felt compelled
to vote against the conference report.
That is not to say that there were not
a humber of provisions in H. R. 12 which
were constructive and urget’sly needed,
g0 far as cotton is concerned.

Mr. President, what is necessary is to
establish a minimum acreage allotment
for cotton for the years 1957 and 1958.
Otherwise, there will be an additional
reduction in the acreage allotment for
1957 of 8.9 percént, as I have said, and a
further acreage reduction in 1958 of,
roughly, 8 percent.” -Mississippi would
take an acreage reduction of, roughly, 8
percent, Acredge reductions are destruc~
tive of the industry, tend to pull down
farm income, and, if continued, there
will be no way whereby a cotton farm
can be operdted at a profit.

Furthermore, in the Scuth there are
millions of small farmers who plant 4
acres of cotton or less.
provided for by appropriate legislation.

‘Third, H. R. 12 contalned a provision
which would ¢lear up the question as to
whether the President had the author-
ity to deal with the problem of textile
imports by negotiation with the individ-
ual countriés from which such imports
emanate, SR

Fourth, the bill contained a provision
to rectify a very serious injustice which
is being worked upon the producers of
extra long staple cotton.

Fifth, the bill contained provisions for
the soil bank, which would have made
possible further voluntary reductions in
production, without the loss of net in-
come to farmers. .

Mr. President, I therefore feel that the
most constructive course we could now
pursue would be to delete from H. R. 12
the specific provisions to which the Presi-
dent has objected so seriously, and re~

S

s 44 P o H
No. 61— .

¢

i
N
i

For
P

¢
3

- 11, Approved

i

Releas§ 2004/06/23 : CIA
g

DOCUMENTS FURNISHED BY SEN-
ATOR McCARTHY -

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
wish to give the Senate some informa-~
tion. ‘ '

A few days ago when the Senate was
considering the CIA joint resolution I
stated that if the resolution were passed
I would turn over (o the proposed new
joint committee some 50 or more docu-~
ments having to do with everything from
incompetence to communism in the CIA.
The resolution failed, and the joint com-
mittee wag not established.

The question arose as to whether the
information shouid go to the Armed
Services Committee, headed by the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLrl, to the
Permanent Investigating Subcommitiee
of the Committee on Government Op-
erations, headed by the Senator from
Arkansas 1 Mr. McCLELLAN], or to the In~
ternal Security Subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary. I felt that
the Internal Security Subcommittee had
the most complete jurisdiction of the
subject, so I have turned over the docu~
ments, ag of today, to the subcommittee
of the Se¢nator from Mississippi [Mr.
EasTLanpl, not because I preferred that
subcommittee to the other commitiee but
hecause I thought that it had ungues-
tional jurisdiction on the subject.

I know they will have difficulty getting
the witnesses from the CIA. They refused
to appear before our committee. How=~
ever, I hope that we will test on the
Senate floor the right of the Internal Se~
curity Subcommittee to get the necessary
information.

to the Eastiand committee,

Por that reason I have
turned over all the pertinent materiall

STATES IN THE FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURE ORGANIZATION AND IN-
TERNATIONAL LABOR ORGAN-
IZATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 97) to
amend certain laws providing for mem-
bership and participation by the United
States in the ¥Food and Agricuiture Or-
ganization and International Labor Or-
ganization and authorizing appropria-
tions therefor. .

Mr. MANSKFIELD. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). 'The clerk will call
ihe roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanitmmous consent that the order
for the guorum call be rescinded.

97. The pending question is -m agread.:
to the amendment heretofa e propasci
by the Senator from Louisiana M.
ELLENDER],

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thani the Chair

Mryr. President, this join: resolufiun
authorizes an increase in th: eceiling on
the authorized United Stat: s contribu-~
tion to the Food and Agricut.ure Orgaii-
ization from $2 million a ye: r to $3 mii~
lion a year., I{ also authouzes an j.:-
crease in the ceiling on th: authorized
contribution to the Interna-ional Ll
Organization from $1,750,00¢ a yeur lo 53
million a year. ’

The joint resolution was repsriad
unanimously by the Comnrittee on:Foi-
eign Relations on July 27 of last yeor,
It was considered briefly ia ihe Hénooe
July 30, but no action was taken in i@
adjournment rush,

When Congress reconvened in;Jd
uary, the Committee on Yoreign R
tions again considered the natter ia e
light of developments in the iniervielinig
months. After discussion with As:i i~
ant Secretary of State Francis O.
cox and Assistant Secreta:y of Labo:
Ernest Wilkins, and after further «
sideration, the committee :aw no renso:
to change the position which i bLac
taken last July—namely, hat the reso
lution is a meritorious orw and shioul
be passed.

Indeed, Mr. President, »nassage 0.
resolution is daily beconing move
gent, particularly so far as the 107
concerned, Let me veview the sifu:
briefly for the Senate.

ofy
A3

LIC

At a meeting in March of this voe ,
the ILO governing body adoptioa
budget for the calancar year 19 7
amounting to a net of $7 3 miilior. T

t. o

vote, by the way, was 28 to 10. wil!

They must be PARTIC(PATION BY THE UNITED United States voting “Ne.” Thig budg

will be presented to th2 ILO Confe. -
ence in June for final 2 sproval; it
view of the almost thre« to one vuie

. the governing body, ther : is little y:as
to anticipaté contrary ac iion by taw Co i
ference.

On the basis of 25 perc:nt, wlhich ;5=
current rate of assessme it of tae i
States in the ILO this budpel wiil « .
for a United States conuributior i &: ¢
million. The net contcibution can & -
reduced to $1.8 millior. by tuki
vantage of an expecied credit accriot
from earlier years; but, even 50, vur o -
sessment will be $50,00¢ abave tlar ex 5
ing statutory ceiling.

Thus, it is clear that ‘he Unitad 3t 0
will be confronted with an assessp.u
which it cannot pay unless Cong »
raises the ceiling. Althwugh this bucy
is for 1957, and we wotid not actuak
in default until that time, our il o
at the June conferenc: woulid Girvic
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be at a low ebb if we went there with the
whole world knowing that we would be
unable to meet ¢ur obligations. An or-
ganization does not pay much attention
to the thoughts of & member who is
avowedly about to refuse to pay his'dues.
" As a matter of fact, M. President, our
delinquency might turn out to be even
greater than the figure of $50,000 which
T mentioned. That figurc was based on
8 calculation of our assessment at the
rate of 25 percent. That rate has heen
in effect since 1951, and there has been
growing pressure within the ILO to
revise all assessments to bring them more
into line with the United Nations scale,
under which the United States pays 33.3
percent. I do not think that the ILO
would undertake such a drastic revision
in one step, but I do think we have to
anticipate some increase in the per-
‘centage of our assessment.
The question has been raised as to
whether we should continue to partici-
- pate at all in the TLO: or, if we do con-
_tinue to participate, whether we should
"inerease our contributions. To state the
question another way, we have three pos-
sible courses of action:

First. We can withdraw entirely from
the TLO. TFor reasons which I shall elab-
orate on a little later, this would not be
8 wise course for us to take, but it would
at least have the merits of being forth-
right and unequivocal. ' :

- Becond. We can defeat this bill and

.eontinue in the ILO under our present
legislation. This, I think, is probably the
worst thing we colild do. We would be
half in, half out, delinquent in our as-
gessmerits, utterly without influence, and
in general offering an altogether sorry
gpectacle for a Nation which is sup-
posed to be in a position of world lead-
ership. - : i

“Third. We can pass this measure and

continue to participate in the ILO on a

" yigorous, wholehearted, full-membership
basis, This seems to me to be clearly
the wisest coutse for us to take. If we
are going to belong to an organization
as important as the ILO, we ought to
belong to 1t all the way—we ought to
work in it and try to get our ideas adopted
by it. We ought to take a seat up in
front, and not oné by the door, where
we can walk out every time something
‘does not go to sult us or where the other
members can throw us ¢ut for nonpay-
ment of dues. - ,

. The ILO is unique among interna-
tional organizations in that its delegates
represent private groups, as well as gov-
ernments. Each member of the ILO has
two government delegates, plus cne dele-

“gate representing’ employers, and one
- representing workers. The organization
was established In 1919 to promote the
yoluntary coopération of nations in im-
proving workifig” and living conditions.
The United States has beeh a member
glnce 1034. ot ot ot

The principal impetus’ for - United

- Btates withdrawal from the ILO at this
time comes from Mr. Willisth McGrath,

: 45 the Americah émplover dele-

te 1 b4 a Ih Hhis public
gtatements, Mr, McGrath has voiced nu-

* ‘megods complatats about the ILO; bout

.50 far as T can “deteiifilie, all of them

icome ‘Under thrée’ main headings: -

: 4

Pirst, & great many foolish proposals
are advanced in the ILO. While Mr.-
McGrath evidently differs with a good
many persons, even in his own country,
as to what is foolish and what is not,
I think we can all agree that there are
some foolish proposals advanced in the
1LO. Weil, Mr. President, there are some
foolish proposals advanced in every or-
ganization—even in the Congress of the
United States; but I never heard of an
individual’s refusing to serve in Congress
because of that fact. The truth is that
most of the foolish proposals in the ILO
meet the same fate as those in Con-
gress: They are puried, and never are
adopted.

The few which may be adopted can
be farmful to the United States only
to the extent that we ourselves are fool-
ish enough to put them into effect. This
fact destroys the validity of Mr. Mce-
Grath’s second major complaint, which
is'that the ILO is an international law-
making body bent upon legislating so-
cinlism into existence throughout the
world. This can only be described as
plain nonsense. The ILO has no power
whatsoever over any sovereign country
on the face of the world. The ILO can
only act through reecommendations,
which do not have to be followed, or
through conventions, which do not have
to be ratified, and which, of course, are
not binding unless they are ratified.

Finally, Mr. McGrath complains that
the employer and worker delegaties from
the Soviet Union and other Communist
countries are, in fact, merely additional
government delegates, and do not repre-
sent free employers and free workers.
This is a valid point, and I disagree with
Mr. MeGrath only as to the conclusion
to be drawn from it. He thinks we ought
to get-cut of the ILO. I think we ought
to stay in it, and fight harder than ever
to shéw up this Communist fiction for
what it is.

Incidentally, Mr. President, I may say
that &t the present time there is within
the International Labor Opranization a
subcommittee looking into the matter of
so-called employer representation on the
part of the Communist states which hap-
pen to be members of the Orzanization.

I arma not alone in believing that we
should remain in the ILO. The execu-
tive council of the AFL-CIO thinks so.
It recently said: )

We Fegard the ILO as a vital forum through
which to promote the cause of freedom and
democracy in the world. We take this op-
portunity to officialiy reiterate our full and
unqualified support of the ILO and of United
States membership and active participation
thereln.

We urge the Congress of the Urmited States
to enact Senate Joint Resolution 97.

The Catholic Church thinks so. I
quote from an editorial of March 16,
1956, issue of the New World, official
.Catholic paper of the archdiocese of Chi-
cago and the diocese of Jolied:

The Holy See has been one of the ILO's
strongest supporters from the very begin-
ning of the Organization. In November 1954,
the Holy Father enthusiastically welcomed
the members of the ILO governing body in a
speciel audience at the Vatican and, echo-
ing the sentiments of his predecessor, vigor-
ously endorsed the important work that they

- are doing for the cause of social justice. * * *
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Toreover, as recently as fapuary ol uiss
year, a French Jesuit, Father Joblin, war ap
pointed to the staff of the IO wilh thy ad
vice and consent of the Holy See. * * AR 5
fact that Father Joblin’s aspolpbmesit wi
made long after the probler: of Cormmuni
representation in the TLO became a Loaidl
issue is an obvious indiecaticn thai ike iio
See is not in favor of scutbliz:g the Oryauiss
tion merely because of the ract thut Eass.
and some of her satellites are includied in i
membership.

Further, Mr. President, as recent.y «3
April 4, less than 2 weeks ago, the e
nomic subcommittee of the Catholic A:-
sociation for International Peace fourd
that American withdrawil from tne il<J
«would play directly into the hands cI tre
Communists.”

Finally, Mr. President, ithe Charascr of
Commerce and the Naticnal Assgciation
of Manufacturers—-the two groups wi:o
nominate our employer delegate— ha.e
decided to continue their partieipaticu
this year. Although they are not wit: -
out some misgivings ab it the meable v
they have rejected Mr. McGrath's pr -
posal for immediate withdrawal 3o 1k
ILO.

Mr. President, let me say just & wee o
about the paragraph of -he joing 1¢s0: -
tion relating to the Food and Agriciit e
Organization. I think there woizid  n
general agreement that this arency A
done one of the best jons of amy i -~
UN specialized agencics. 1t eeviaii:l
has one of the most Laportant jolb: -
namely, that of keeping food proc..ct..x
up with population increases in ynderye
veloped countries,

The FAO Conference last fall veie:
pudget of $6.6 million for 1956 “nc <
$6.8 million for 1957. The vole -
dentally, was 24 to £3, with the iin. ed
States voting “No.” Aft r taking e-cc 1+
of small miscellaneo s incoine, I
amount of these budget: which Wil b 1>
to be met by assessmer:ts is $85 milico
in 1956 and $6.7 millicn in 1957
United States assessment fors esch ol
these years is 31.5 perce-it. Thebe a38:% -
ments can be met within the exigin !t
ceiling by taking advaatage of & ¢b G b
which has accrued to ihe United St-b- s
in the FAQ Working Capital Fund.

It is apparent, however, Ll AR
United States is operating on a:wery. o
margin, that our 1395t assessment v:il
preach our ceiling, thal the ceiling wou-d
therefore have to be ruised next vee  -a
any event, and that in :he meanting v
whole position in the PFACQ will o«
strengthened by timeiy acbion w ;..
the ceiling now.

Mr. President, the amounts o7 m- 0¥
involved here arc not large. 't :
increase provided for ny this resoluii
to be spread over a period of years 18 i€
than half of one one-thousandti: 0i ¢
unexpended balances of approprif:.ca
for military assistance. The amocunt
volved here appear eévern more triiing
when considered in reiation to tie G.uae
age our international position we.tid
fer if we were to fail t¢ play ous full »xis
in both the ILO and FAO.

I invite the attenti:m ol Betialo: s Lo
the fact that the Senale Foreign law:
tions Committee una-uimousiy tepe .t
the joint resolution. I know 1 X, =
the hope of the chairman widi vi i
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